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Schools across the country are facing a shortage of qualified teachers. When they
post jobs, certified applicants may be rare. The problem of teacher shortage is
multifaceted, but is generally focused in two areas: recruitment and retention of teachers.
Attrition is the highest among new teachers, those who have been in the profession for
less than five years. By focusing on retention of teachers, schools will need to spend less
time on recruiting and can devote that time to deep implementation of high-quality
education.
While there have been multiple studies looking at retention of staff, there have
been few studies that have looked specifically at itinerant teachers. Itinerant teachers
make up only 1.8% of the total teaching profession and teach a variety of subjects. This
study examines a variety of factors and their influence on itinerant teacher job
satisfaction and intent to stay in the profession. These variables were categorized into
three areas: personal, employment and external factors. Descriptive statistics to have a
clear picture of who the itinerant teachers are in the United States. Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) was used to determine individual factors that had statistically
significant effect on teacher job satisfaction and intent to stay. Finally, SEM was
completed to determine if teacher job satisfaction had a mediating effect on intent to stay
for itinerant teachers.
As schools look to improve efforts to retain itinerant teachers, this study provides
guidance on which practices may have a positive effect. The factors that had the highest
statistically significant effects are within the employment factors, which are those that are
within the control of the individual school to adjust and improve. School districts and
state departments of education can also look at the significant external factors such as
salaries and standards and look at how to make an impact on retention of itinerant
teachers.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The topic of shortage of educational professionals is not a new topic. In 2019-20,
Nebraska public schools had certified staff shortages in 17 areas including music, and
special education teachers as well as speech language pathologists and school
psychologists (Nebraska Department of Education, 2019). Special education and Speech
Language Pathologists have been designated as shortage areas in Nebraska for the past 15
years of reporting. The 5 areas of special education teachers that have a shortage are
those of emotional behavior disorders, multi-categorical, severe profound disabilities,
learning disabilities, and mild moderate disabilities (Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Conroy,
2003; McLeskey, Tyler, & Saunders Flippin, 2004). The National Association of School
Psychologists advocates for a ratio of 1 to 500-700 school psychologists to children. The
current ratio is closer to 1:1,400 (Griffith, 2018). The Bureau of Labor Statistics has
reported that there is an increasing demand for speech language pathologists that exceeds
that of other professions (Stone & Pellowski, 2016). Some of these shortage area
positions require teachers and providers to be itinerant, serving multiple school buildings.
Itinerant teachers have a higher rate of attrition than teachers do in single-building
assignments (Gardner, 2010).
The shortage of teachers is twofold (Fish & Stephens, 2010; Ludlow, Conner, &
Schechter, 2005). There are not enough people going into the field to meet the current
needs of students (Boe, 2006; Ludlow & Brannan, 1999) and attrition is higher in special
education and inexperienced teachers (Ludlow & Brannan, 1999). Attrition and
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subsequent recruitment of new teachers is a significant financial cost to districts. These
costs include advertising, recruitment, and training costs (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008;
Tyler & Brunner, 2014; Ulferts, 2018; White & Mason, 2006). Studies have placed the
cost to replace a teacher between $8,000 and $48,000 (Espinoza, Saunders, Kini, &
Darling-Hammond, 2018; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008; Tyler & Brunner, 2014).
Turnover also has an impact on student achievement (Brown & Wynn, 2009; Espinoza et
al., 2018; Tyler & Brunner, 2014; Ulferts, 2018). Deep implementation of instructional
programs can be delayed when frequent turnover requires focus on beginning levels of
implementation for newly hired professionals (Tyler & Brunner, 2014).
A variety of areas that have been reported to contribute to attrition. Some teachers
seek employment opportunities outside of education based on their certification. Personal
situations affect a teacher's ability to stay in a community or job. The level of education
and certification that they have received contributes to attrition with those who are more
prepared more likely to stay in education. The salary and compensation package affects
whether they select a job and may influence their decision to choose to go somewhere
else. Building-level support can influence the decision to stay in a particular school.
Administrative support is often linked to the teacher's intent to stay. The climate of a
school is also influential in the decision of an individual to stay in a particular district.
The specific makeup of the job including the paperwork, the students that they have on
their caseload and the collaboration that happens with their peers also plays a role
(McLeskey et al., 2004). Itinerant teachers face unique challenges of serving in multiple
buildings with varying support and resources (Sadler, 2001).
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Problem Statement
Teacher shortages are present in 49 states and anticipated to continue, if not
increase, especially in rural areas. The shortage of special education related service
providers results in schools not meeting their obligations under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act for services to students. The shortage of art and music
teachers can prohibit a school from accreditation by the state department of education. A
review of current literature indicates that there has been previous research on teacher
burnout and intent to stay in a position, but there has been limited research focused
specifically on itinerant staff and the factors that affect them. The research that does exist
focuses on teachers of the deaf or visually impaired.
With multiple building assignments, itinerant providers face different challenges
in establishing positive connections within their jobs than teachers who are in one
building throughout the whole week. They work with different principals with varying
support. Itinerant teachers also have multiple building cultures to navigate. The problem
addressed in this study is the retention of itinerant teachers in order to determine what
factors have a positive effect on their job satisfaction and intent to stay.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quantitative study is to examine the perceptions of itinerant
teachers have of personal, external and employment factors and what effect they have on
job satisfaction and intent to stay in the field. The study will also examine if there is job
satisfaction mediates the effect of personal, employment and external factors on intent to
state. These three categories, personal, external and employment, were proposed by
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Billingsley (2004) and have been used to frame research on teacher burnout and retention
based on previous studies and research. Prior research has been inclusive of all teachers
and specialties without specific focus on retention of itinerant staff.
Some of these factors are within the control of the district and some of them are
not. Research has shown that schools can make an impact by supporting teachers both
professionally and personally (Edgar & Pair, 2005). In looking at retention, it is
important that school districts and school personnel look at these factors as whole and not
just individual factors when creating a plan for retention of special education staff within
their district. This study was designed to help schools understand the factors that are
affecting itinerant teachers’ decisions to leave the field so that they can build plans to
prevent attrition.
Theoretical Framework
Billingsley (2004) provided the structure for analyzing previous research of
special education attrition and retention (see Figure 1). This theoretical model
categorizes and describes the wide array of factors that influence educators’ career
decisions. This model analyzed and categorized factors that influence teachers’ career
decisions to stay in the same position, transfer to another location position, or to leave the
profession altogether. Billingsley classified these factors into three areas: external,
employment, and personal. External factors include societal, economic, and institutional
variables. Billingsley described employment factors in categories; professional
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External
Employment
Personal

Figure 1. Billingsley theoretical framework.

qualifications; work conditions and rewards; commitment to the school, district, teaching
field, and the teaching profession; and employability. Personal factors are variables such
as demographics, family and cognitive/affective factors. Schools have the most impact
on external and employment factors, however all factors play a role in job satisfaction
and intent to stay.
Conceptual Framework
Billingsley’s model guides this study as the conceptual framework (see Figure 2).
The conceptual model used in this study investigates the direct relationship of job
satisfaction with teacher intent to stay, as well as the direct relationship of teacher intent
to stay with personal, employment and external factors.
Statement of Research Questions
The following research questions were designed to support the purpose of this
study:
1. What are the attributes of itinerant teachers in the United States?
2. How are external, employment and personal factors related to the job
satisfaction of itinerant teachers in the United States?

6

Personal
Factors

Intent to
stay

Employment
Factors

Job
Satisfaction
External
Factors

Figure 2. Conceptual framework.

3. How are external, employment and personal factors related to the intent to
stay for itinerant teachers in the United States?
4. Does teacher job satisfaction mediate external, employment and personal
factors’ effects on itinerant teachers’ intent to stay in the profession?
Study Design Overview
In this quantitative study, the researcher used data from the 2015-16 National
Teacher-Principal Survey. The researcher hoped to determine if there were factors that
correlated with the itinerant teacher’s intent to stay in the field.
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Definition of Terms
Attrition—Attrition is leaving the profession, not just looking for another similar
job.
Burnout—A physiological condition, which occurs when the teacher is in a
constant, state of chronic stress and can in physical and emotional exhaustion that can be
both work and student-related.
Certified staff—Staff that have received state certification or licensure.
Commitment—Feeling of loyalty to an organization or school.
Job satisfaction—A person’s feelings about the nature of their work.
Induction—The process of supporting new staff in learning the processes,
expectations and culture of a new organization. This is inclusive of orientation and
mentoring.
Itinerant—Working in multiple settings in the same job.
Low incidence disability—Disabilities with a low incidence: deaf, blind, deafblind, multiple impairments.
Mentoring—Partnering a new staff member with an experienced staff member to
assist in learning the new job.
Retention—Someone choosing to stay in the field.
Shortage—In the field of education, shortage is when there are not enough
certified teachers or related service providers to fill the open positions. Positions left
either open or filled with under-qualified individuals are still considered shortages.
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Assumptions
A variety of factors with this study that are out of the hands of the researcher. The
National Teacher Principal Survey is a nationally administered survey; therefore, the
assumption is that the instrument was designed to be clear to the respondents. This study
assumes that the respondents were honest in their answers.
Limitations
Limitations of this study include the variance that occurs within schools that are
difficult to capture in a standardized survey instrument. There was no ability to follow up
with individual respondents to get more information about particular items. The survey
was a one-time administration so each individual teacher’s context on that day affected
his or her answers; however, the large sample size helps mitigate these day-to-day
contextual variables. Because this is a national survey, there is no ability to adjust
questions based upon the review of previous research. While this study was
comprehensive, some factors could not be studied due to lack of access to data.
The Significance of the Study
As school districts look at ways to recruit and retain itinerant teachers, there must
be research guiding effective strategies. Previous efforts implemented by schools have
focused on ways to increase the workforce. This has not been enough to address the
shortage. There is a research gap with studies specifically focusing on itinerant staff.
With the information gathered through this study, schools will be able to identify factors
within their system that are attributing to attrition of itinerant and address them before
losing any additional staff.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
There is a great deal of prior research in the teacher job satisfaction and retention.
This chapter frames the current landscape of research relating to teacher retention through
the lens of the Billingsley (2004) conceptual framework described in Chapter 1 of this
dissertation. Chapter 2 is divided into five sections: Intent to Stay, Job Satisfaction,
Personal Factors, Employment Factors, and External Factors. This chapter also provides a
basis for the dependent and independent variables studied in this dissertation, and
concludes with a summary of the literature reviewed and need for further research.
Intent to Stay
Attrition is not uncommon in any field, especially when employees feel that they
are performing unpleasant tasks (Davis, McIntosh, Phelps, & Kehle, 2004). Teacher
shortage is a complex issue. Teachers represent around 4% of the entire workforce
(Ingersoll, 2001). Some reports find that turnover in education is higher than the average
turnover rate for other professions (Guarino, Santibañez & Daley, 2006). There is
consistent research that teachers within their first 5 years are more likely to leave the
profession than those who have more experience (Guarino et al., 2006). These high levels
of attrition come as the baby boomer generation is preparing to retire (Brown & Wynn,
2009). While there have been increases in some areas of education, special education
remains in critical shortage. Special education attrition specifically is estimated as much
as 20% annually (Thornton, Peltier, & Medina, 2007). The education fields that do have
teachers going into them are already staffed and low demand areas like elementary
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education (Argon, 2016). There is limited research focused specifically on itinerant
teachers, but Gardner (2010) cites that the rate of attrition is higher for itinerant than
stationary teachers. Most of the itinerant research has mainly focused on special
education teachers and providers, especially teachers of the deaf or visually impaired.
Those that are leaving special education, over one-third of them do so to escape
the field or indicate they want to find a better job (Boe, 2006; Thornton et al., 2007).
Working conditions, including caseload size, stress, school climates and support from
principal and peers are all reasons cited as leading to attrition (Emery & Vandenberg,
2010; McLeskey et al., 2004; Thornton et al., 2007). The most frequently identified
reasons for leaving the field of education are lack of support from administrators,
inability to cope with the situations that are a part of teaching, and higher salaries
(Lemke, 1995). The frequent turnover and instability make it difficult to implement
evidence-based practices and programs with fidelity (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008).
Knowing that teacher effectiveness is one of the most important factors in student
achievement (Hattie & Zierer, 2018), frequent turnover impacts student achievement.
Filling these vacated positions is a challenge for schools. School administrators
report that finding qualified special education teachers is difficult (Berry, Petrin,
Gravelle, & Farmer, 2011). When hiring, administrators are often faced with the dilemma
of hiring under qualified staff or leaving positions unfilled. Administrators also
acknowledge that retention of qualified staff members poses a challenge.
Teacher shortage does not affect every school in the same way (McLeskey et al.,
2004). Even with fewer people entering the field, some schools still have an abundance of
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teachers applying for their positions (McLeskey et al., 2004). Some of this is due to the
demographic composition of the school. Rural schools often serve more students who
come from low socioeconomic families and ethnically diverse students, which can
increase the difficulty in finding and keeping staff (Brownell, Bishop, & Sindelar, 2018).
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction is a complex and multidimensional concept. Several models have
been created over the years to define and clarify job satisfaction. The common themes in
these models are that job satisfaction is comprised of identification with the nature of
one’s work, the social experience of the job, job security and compensation and sense of
responsibility (Peng et al., 2014; Schreyer & Krause, 2016). Lower perceived job
satisfaction has been found to lead to higher job burnout (Peng et al., 2014).
Commitment is an emotional attitude and bond or attachment towards the school
or organization (McIntyre, Mattingly, Lewandowski, & Simpson, 2014; Peng et al.,
2014). Job satisfaction has been linked with individuals’ commitment to staying as a part
of the organization and overall perceived commitment to the profession (Brownell, &
Smith, 1993; Schreyer & Krause, 2016). Previous studies looking at the connection
between job satisfaction and commitment have indicated that there is a relationship, but
causality has not been identified between the two constructs (Schreyer & Krause, 2016).
Staff who are dedicated to and are passionate about their work are more likely to feel
higher levels of commitment (Schilling, Randolph, & Boan-Lenzo, 2018). Multiple
studies have identified a connection between commitment and burnout (Peng et al.,
2014).
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Personal Factors
Attrition from education has a variety of personal reasons attached to it.
Researchers have found several key characteristics that are common in individuals who
leave the field. Younger, inexperienced teachers are more likely to leave education than
those who have more experience (Billingsley, 2004; Emery & Vandenberg, 2010; Fish &
Stephens, 2010). Some teacher turnover is related to positive experiences in an
individual's life including marriage, childbirth, and family relocation. There are many
factors influencing attrition that are outside influence of schools including reaching
retirement age, family issues, health issues, and other personal factors (Albrecht, Johns,
Mounsteven, & Olorunda, 2009; Amrein-Beardsley, 2012; Berry, 2012; Gardner, 2010).
Burnout has repeatedly been identified as one of the reasons that there is a
shortage of teachers (Brunsting, Sreckovic & Lane, 2014; Garwood, Werts, Varghese, &
Gosey, 2017). Burnout is more than simply getting stressed out about a job it is ongoing
and pervasive and needs to be addressed before it causes physical and emotional
struggles for the individual (Emery & Vandenberg, 2010). In a survey completed by
MetLife (2014), special education teachers were rated as having one of the most
challenging jobs in public education. Factors that have been found to contribute to
teacher burnout have included type of student disability, workload, role conflict and
ambiguity, and lack of administrative support (Albrecht et al., 2009; Brunsting et al.,
2014). Social support is an important component to consider when looking at burnout for
all specialties. Because of the uniqueness of itinerant positions, friends and peers may not
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understand the issues of the job, so it is important that support is available for staff
(Boccio, Weisz, & Lefkowitz, 2016; Gardner, 2010).
Previous studies have indicated that interventions focused on self-efficacy can
lead to lower feelings of burnout (Shoji et al., 2016). The amount of stress that a teacher
encounters and experiences in their job has been shown to directly lead to burnout
(Emery & Vandenberg, 2010; Hagaman & Casey, 2018). This burnout can cause health
related issues including frequent sickness and absenteeism from work (Emery &
Vandenberg, 2010). Providing resources for managing stress has been helpful in
reducing burnout (Emery & Vandenberg, 2010; Schilling et al., 2018). Some of the ways
that schools are doing that is through providing training on self-care (Boccio et al., 2016;
Emery & Vandenberg, 2010). When looking at self-care, staff are often trained in coping
strategies that can help them in dealing with their responses and feelings about situations
(Boccio et al., 2016; Kaufman & Ring, 2011; Stempien & Loeb, 2002). Taking care of
their personal needs allows them to be able to focus on the needs of students (Kaufman &
Ring, 2011). Mindfulness is another practice that is useful in reducing teacher burnout
(Emery & Vandenberg, 2010). Some schools have targeted mindfulness instruction for
staff members to develop coping skills and handle their stress in a productive manner
(Emery & Vandenberg, 2010). Staff who have a high level of self-efficacy tend to have a
lower level of burnout perceived and a higher level of job satisfaction (Shoji et al., 2016).
When teachers choose the rural settings, they may encounter social isolation. This
can be attributed to the fact that rural communities are often tight-knit and may be
difficult to become involved in (Ulferts, 2018). A rural assignment may have been
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intentional, but there are social interactions and processes that can create difficulties in
integration for new teachers as new members of the community. Schools must work to
integrate teachers into their community to reduce the feeling of isolation (AmreinBeardsley, 2012; Ulferts, 2018). Some of the ways that school districts have found
successful in retaining teachers is to utilize current teachers and integrate them as a part
of the local community. This connection with the local community helps new teachers
feel a part of something and is influential in keeping them as a part of the local
community (Ulferts, 2018).
Employment Factors
Working conditions. Working conditions affect teachers’ intent to stay or
consider new positions. Multiple studies have reported caseload size for special education
professionals is an important factor in their intent to stay (Blood, Ridenour, Thomas,
Qualls, & Hammer, 2002; Brownell, & Smith, 1993; Leko & Smith, 2010; U.S. Office of
Special Education Programs, 2010). When surveyed by Edgar and Rosa-Lugo (2007)
indicated that workload was strongly disfavored by 44% of those who responded to the
survey.
Itinerant teachers may be responsible for providing instruction for students in
Kindergarten all the way through graduation all in the same day (Berry et al., 2011;
Brownell et al., 2018; Kluwin, Morris, & Clifford, 2004; Sadler, 2001). This means that
a special education teacher could be providing instruction in beginning phonics, coteaching in a geography classroom and teaching vocational skills all in one day. An
itinerant music teacher may teach all grade levels in one day. In a more populous setting,
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there are often multiple teachers to share in these duties allowing for specialization in
grade level and subject area. The workload associated with meeting the needs of all these
students can lead to burnout (Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley, 2004). Teachers must be
trained or have the skill to seek out training to meet the diverse needs of students in their
classroom (Berry et al., 2011; Brownell et al., 2018; Smith, Robb, West, & Tyler, 2010).
Role ambiguity. Role clarity and a manageable workload is important for job
satisfaction (Berry, 2012; Schilling et al., 2018; Squires, 2013). The role of the itinerant
teacher can vary from situation to situation and between buildings. If not clearly defined,
their role can become ambiguous. Studies have shown that there is a strong relationship
between role ambiguity and burnout (Berry, 2012; Brunsting et al., 2014; Kluwin et al.,
2004). Lack of role clarity can lead to professional isolation and reduce the
opportunities that a teacher has to collaborate with other teachers. This can result in
dissatisfaction that leads to attrition (Berry, 2012). When there is a discrepancy between
teachers believe about their jobs and what they are actually getting to do this can lead to
stress and burnout (Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, & Harniss, 2001).
Administrative support. Teachers want to work for strong principals (Berry &
King, 2005). Administrative support is listed in most studies looking at job satisfaction
and retention (Albrecht et al., 2009; Berry, 2012; Blood et al., 2002; Cancio, Albrecht, &
Johns, 2013; Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Cobb, 2015; Espinoza et al.,
2018; Hagaman & Casey, 2018; Hughes, Matt & O’Reilly, 2014; Kaufman & Ring,
2011; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008; McLeskey et al., 2004; Smith, 2007; Thornton et
al., 2007; Tyler & Brunner, 2014; Whitaker, 2000). Administrative support encompasses
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many variables (Brown & Wynn, 2009). Lack of administrative support can include the
leader being unavailable or non-responsive to the needs of teachers, lack of
understanding of programming, not providing enough time to meet the needs of students,
not providing access to resources, an anti-inclusionary attitude and a resistance of
acknowledging mental health needs of students (Brockwell, Wielandt, & Clark, 2009;
Cancio et al., 2013; Schilling et al., 2018). Administrative support included emotional
support, resource support, opportunities for professional development, access to
curriculum and regular availability of support from administration (Brown & Wynn,
2009; Cancio et al., 2013; Compton, Appenzeller, Kemmery, & Gardiner-Walsh, 2015;
Stempien & Loeb, 2002). The higher the perceived support a teacher felt from
administrators, the more likely they were to plan to be in the field for the long-term
(Cancio et al., 2013). Schools that had higher perceived levels of administrative support
also had lower levels of attrition (Brown & Wynn, 2009).
Principals are the key building leader in all aspects of education (Espinoza et al.,
2018; Tyler & Brunner, 2014). They are the day-to-day supervisors of all education
programs at the building level. Principal leadership is one of the most effective ways to
promote effective teaching (Bettini, Benedict, Thomas, Kimerling, Choi, & McLeskey,
2017; Ingersoll, 2001). Each principal has his/her own leadership style, but there are still
core components that must be in place (Schulze & Boscardin, 2018). Principals must
have a clear vision for service delivery and educating all students. This vision must be
communicated to their building (DeMatthews, Kotok, & Serafini, 2019). The
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders include a framework for quality school
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leadership that encompasses everything from professional ethics and norms, to
curriculum and instruction, to capacity of school personnel and all other areas (Bettini et
al., 2017; DeMatthews et al., 2019; Podolsky, Kini, Bishop, & Darling-Hammond, 2016;
Thornton et al., 2007). Effective principals collaborate with teams, families, district staff,
itinerant staff, outside consultants and other stakeholders to build teacher capacity to
support students (DeMatthews et al., 2019).
Proactive teacher supports and a continual focus on instructional support for all
students is an essential role for principals (Bettini et al., 2017; Cancio et al., 2013;
DeMatthews et al., 2019; DiPaola & Walther-Thomas, 2003; Espinoza et al., 2018;
Podolsky et al., 2016). While principals are trained on data analysis and using data to
drive instruction, there is often a gap between knowledge and practice when it comes to
using this data for improving instruction (DeMatthews et al., 2019).
Administrative support includes including teachers in decision-making and
helping make them feel supported and appreciated (Berry & King, 2005; Compton et al.,
2015; Hughes et al., 2014; Prather-Jones, 2011). This would also include supporting a
teacher's decision in front of other teachers and parents (Hughes et al., 2014). Perceived
principal support also leads willingness to implement professional learning suggested by
the principal (Southeast Center for Teacher Quality, 2001). While principals might not
fully understand special education, they must support special education teachers and be
aware of the unique responsibilities and needs that they have (Gersten et al., 2001;
Thornton et al., 2007). Most principals have not been itinerant teachers, but it is
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important that they understand that the structure creates unique challenges and need for
support (Kluwin et al., 2004).
While building level support has a high impact teacher satisfaction, district-level
support has a much smaller impact on teacher intent to stay. However, it has been
reported to have a direct effect on opportunities for professional growth and job design
(Gersten et al., 2001). Special education directors play a unique role in districts.
Hiring itinerant teachers must be a joint effort between the administration and
building teams to ensure that the staff hired align with the district's vision as well as the
buildings’ philosophy and personality (Bettini et al., 2017; Southeast Center for Teacher
Quality, 2001). Fit within the building culture and environment is important to look at
when hiring new staff within a building (Engel & Cannata, 2015).
School-wide and district-wide programs and support such as Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) has been shown to promote social emotional and
academic growth for students, which in turn supports teachers of students with behavioral
concerns (Squires, 2013).
When administrative support was present daily, teachers were more likely to
indicate that they plan to continue and stay in the field of education (Cancio et al., 2013).
All teachers want to feel supported. They want to have a shared vision that all are
working for all students. They want to know expectations from their administrator (Cobb,
2015; Tyler & Brunner, 2014). They want to have regular conversations with their
instructional leader about instructional practices (Hughes et al., 2014; Tyler & Brunner,
2014). They want to recognition for doing good work (Cancio et al., 2013; Hagaman &
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Casey, 2018; Kluwin et al., 2004; Tyler & Brunner, 2014). They want to have principals
who are consistent and implementing student conduct consequences (Prather-Jones,
2011).
Collaboration. Itinerant teachers are often the single individual in their building
with their particular specialty, which can lead to feelings of isolation (Boccio et al., 2016;
Cancio et al., 2013). This isolation can lead to feelings of stress and job dissatisfaction,
which can lead to burnout (Cancio et al., 2013). Isolation can also occur when classrooms
are isolated from their peers through having separate classroom wings or clusters where
students are not a part of the primary instructional environments (Leko & Smith, 2010).
Provision of services in an itinerant setting can lead to burn out if appropriate support is
not in place (Schilling et al., 2018).
Training on collaboration has shown to be beneficial to job satisfaction for
teachers (Hagaman & Casey, 2018; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008; Prather-Jones, 2011;
Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005; Stempien & Loeb, 2002). Participation in strong
professional learning communities that look at student data and focus on relevant
professional learning correlates with a higher level of commitment to a district (Gersten
et al., 2001).
Previous research indicates that opportunities for collaboration must be
consciously planned (Podolsky et al., 2016). The feeling of connectedness with a team
helps build a shared purpose and a common vision for working with students (Compton
et al., 2015; Podolsky et al., 2016). Beginning teachers must have support from their
school partners to develop relationships for collaboration (Jones, Youngs, & Frank,
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2013). Support from colleagues is a positive indicator of commitment to the school and
staying in the profession (Fowler, Coleman, & Bogdan, 2019; Gehrke & McCoy, 2007;
Jones et al., 2013; Prather-Jones, 2011; Stempien & Loeb, 2002). Even though teachers
value collaboration, the majority indicate that they do not have sufficient time to be able
to collaborate on lesson planning (Fowler et al., 2019)
For collaboration to be successful, principals need to outline expectations, provide
opportunities for communication and design opportunities to develop collaborative skills
(Cobb, 2015; Fowler et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2013; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). As
building leaders, principals set the tone for collaboration within their building (Cobb,
2015). Principals must be willing to reinforce and adapt as needed to meet the needs of
the building (Cobb, 2015). In supporting collaboration, the principal monitors
collaboration and common planning times to ensure that staff are following through with
expectations of collaboration (Cobb, 2015). Field experiences are good times to model
collaboration for potential new teachers (Hagaman & Casey, 2018).
Communication may be a struggle when collaboration has not been explicitly
taught and modeled with structures in place to encourage collaboration (U.S. Office of
Special Education Programs, 2010) Clearly identifying everyone's roles in the
collaboration will help with moving forward and the collaborative relationship (Berry,
2012). Creating opportunities for collaboration is an important role of the principal
(Berry, 2012; Leko & Smith, 2010).
When staff are engaged in meaningful conversations with staff and administrators
about their jobs and students, teachers are less stressed about their job (Gersten et al.,
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2001). The feeling of connectedness to a team that occurs through collaboration creates a
shared purpose and helps teachers feel a part of a building team (Podolsky et al., 2016).
Teachers who feel a part of a team in a part of the decision-making process are more
likely to make long-term commitments to that district (Southeast Center for Teacher
Quality, 2001). Priority should be given to improve shared decision-making in buildings.
Shared-decision making improves teacher satisfaction and it builds buy in to the work
environment and a feeling of autonomy (Gersten et al., 2001; Tyler & Brunner, 2014).
School climate and culture. The school culture influences the level of support
felt by every teacher in the building (DeMatthews et al., 2019; Gersten et al., 2001).
When teachers feel that they are working in a collaborative supportive school climate,
they are less likely to depart (Hughes et al., 2014; McLeskey et al., 2004). Study after
study finds that a positive work environment affects teacher retention (Berry & Hirsch,
2005; Gehrke & McCoy, 2007). Businesses look at staff engagement and employee
satisfaction as a measure of their quality and effectiveness. Schools have not traditionally
taken this into account (Berry & Hirsch, 2005). Climate can be measured by asking is
your school a good place to work (Billingsley, 2004)? It is a combination of factors
including colleagues, administration and the individual themselves that creates the
experience for the individual teacher. (Billingsley, 2004; DeMatthews et al., 2019;
Gersten et al., 2001).
When principals create a safe, caring and healthy environment, teachers feel
valued and able to focus on their job (Amrein-Beardsley, 2012; DeMatthews et al., 2019).
The act of meaningful conversation with administration about their jobs and the situations
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they are encountering can reduce the level of stress and burnout a teacher feels (Gersten
et al., 2001). One component of creating a positive school climate is including
recognition and showing value for all staff members (Thornton et al., 2007). Teachers
want to feel a part of the community within the school rather than a separate entity
(Prather-Jones, 2011). Teachers stress the importance of administrator support in helping
them become a part of the school community (Gardner, 2010; Irinaga-Bistolas, Schalock,
Marvin, & Beck, 2007; Lemke, 1995; Schlichte et al., 2005). This community feeling
can promote best practices implementation and a support system within the school (Berry
et al., 2011).
Issues with collaboration and shared decision-making can affect school climate
(U.S. Office of Special Education Programs, 2010). Teachers who felt as though they
were in a positive school climate also indicated they had a higher commitment to staying
in the field (Albrecht et al., 2009). Schools where special education teachers perceived at
the school culture focused on collective responsibility had more interactions with
colleagues and the workload was perceived as more manageable than those that did not
have perception of collective responsibility (Berry, 2012; Bettini et al., 2017).
Access to resources. Teachers who are familiar with the resources and how to
access are less likely to leave their positions (Podolsky et al., 2016; Sadler, 2001;
Thornton et al., 2007; White & Mason, 2006). Allocation should be adequate based upon
the needs of the building and individual. This includes space, clerical support, curriculum
resources and any other resources that teachers might need (Bettini et al., 2019; Cancio et
al., 2013; Gardner, 2010; Kluwin, 2004; Podolsky et al., 2016; Thornton et al., 2007;
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Tyler & Brunner, 2014). Other educators can also be a resource for teachers (Lemke,
1995).
All teachers look to their building peers as resources and support systems. Many
rural schools do not have more than one teacher at a grade level or specialty. Therefore, it
is important that they have a network of professionals in the field that they can reach out
to for support. When teachers feel supported through a professional network, they
reported higher satisfaction with both the instructional and non-instructional components
of their job (Berry, 2012).
Professional development is a key resource in improving educational services
(Brown & Wynn, 2009; Tyler & Brunner, 2014). Leaders must ensure that all teachers
receive high quality professional development (Thornton et al., 2007). This focused
professional development can improve retention of staff (Fish & Stephens, 2010).
Working with families. Interactions with families is an important part of a
teacher’s job. Principals need to support their teachers in working with parents, and
helping parents be engaged in the education process (Cobb, 2015). In the State of the
Profession Report from CEC (Fowler et al., 2019), very few special education teachers
indicated that they worked with home to address student concerns. Only 42% felt that
their schools were very or extremely supportive of meaningful partnerships with families.
Additionally, only 27% rated their district as supportive of involving families on
Individual Education Programs (IEPs). In the same survey only 22% of special education,
teachers felt very or extremely confident to meet the needs of families who spoke a
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different language. Compared to other aspects of their jobs, special education teachers
were less likely to rate themselves as confident in their skills around family engagement.
Mentoring and induction. Induction is different from preservice and in-service
programs. Induction is not intended to teach additional skills, but rather to incorporate a
professional as a part of the school district (Brownell & Smith, 1993; Ingersoll & Smith,
2004; Tyler & Brunner, 2014). Induction helps teachers take what they have learned in
their teacher preparation program and apply it within the setting of the school district
(Whitaker, 2000). Administrative contact during the induction process is important, from
not only the building principal but also the district contact for the teacher’s specialty
(Whitaker, 2000).
Induction is a tool that schools have to make sure that staff feel welcome,
prepared and part of their school district (Brownell et al., 2018; Carver-Thomas &
Darling-Hammond, 2017; Ingersoll & Smith, 2004; Kamman & Long, 2010; Podolsky et
al., 2016; Squires, 2013) and it begins the moment a teacher is hired (Lemke, 1995).
During the induction phase, new teachers can spend time building relationships and
partnerships with the educators within the building (Hagaman & Casey, 2018). A
comprehensive induction program is going to have a variety of support available for new
teachers including built-in collaboration, instructional strategy instruction and feedback
and a mentor who has been trained and matched with them (Leko & Smith, 2010).
Effective induction programs result in teachers who feel higher levels of self-efficacy.
Feeling like a part of the community is critical to teachers feeling like a part of a school
system (Lemke, 1995). Induction processes should include orientation to the school,
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processes, orientation to the building including the physical structures, reference
materials, copies or access to policies and procedures, information about the local
community and ongoing administrative support (Gehrke & McCoy, 2007; IrinagaBistolas et al., 2007; Leko & Smith, 2010; Worrell, Skaggs, & Brown, 2006).
Administrators are not the only ones within a building who can help support new
teachers. Other professionals within the building and district have unique knowledge and
skill sets that can help support new teachers (Gehrke & McCoy, 2007). Access to these
individuals should be built into the induction process and not a separate, cumbersome
process. Frequent visits with administration and regular feedback can help teachers as
they grow. This support has been shown to help keep them in the field of education
(Lemke, 1995).
As teachers enter the field, they are not only adjusting to full-time work, they are
adjusting to a new job and the demands of teaching. High quality induction and
mentoring programs can introduce new teachers to the educational setting (IrinagaBistolas et al., 2007; Lemke, 1995). Mentoring is a strategy that is used in many settings
for onboarding new staff (Arundel, 2018; Cancio et al., 2013; Emery & Vandenberg,
2010; Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007; Tyler & Brunner, 2014; White & Mason, 2006).
Mentoring has been researched and shown to increase the length of time teachers stay in
schools as well as increase their instructional effectiveness (Brown & Wynn, 2009;
Espinoza et al., 2018; Lemke, 1995; McLeskey et al., 2004; Podolsky et al., 2016;
Sindelar et al., 2018; White & Mason, 2006). Mentoring alone is less effective than a
combination of mentoring, professional learning, networking and time for collaboration
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as a part of a comprehensive induction program in reducing attrition (Brownell et al.,
2018; Brownell, & Smith, 1993; Schlichte et al., 2005). Mentoring can include working
with a veteran teacher, time for collaboration with others in a similar field and even
connecting with groups outside of the school (Arundel, 2018). Connecting with
somebody who has been through many of the situations that teachers encounter helps
build supports and optimism for staying in the profession (Albrecht et al., 2009; Edgar &
Rosa-Lugo, 2007). High quality mentoring programs require a commitment of ongoing
support. This should include targeted professional development to meet the needs of all
teachers, including itinerant teachers and those implementing the program
(Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007).
Careful selection of mentors is important (Whitaker, 2000). Assignment of a
mentor cannot be random. Location, assignment, specialty, age, gender, philosophy and
personality all enter into the equation of what makes a good mentor-mentee relationship
(Cancio et al., 2013; Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007). Two of the most important factors is
their proximity and frequency that the mentor and mentee have for meeting (IrinagaBistolas et al., 2007). Rural communities can utilize technology for this purpose (IrinagaBistolas et al., 2007). In the beginning, it is important that mentoring occur once a week
at a minimum (Whitaker, 2000). Mentors and mentees need to have the free time to be
able to meet and even engage in classroom observations (Brock et al., 2017; Leko &
Smith, 2010). The mentor and mentee should have goals for their time together (Edgar &
Rosa-Lugo, 2007). Instructional facilitators or coaches can serve as instructional mentors
for teachers by providing strategies and feedback about instructional methods (Bettini et
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al., 2017; Brock et al., 2017). School-based mentors help new teachers with processes
and procedures of the school district. They must be someone who understands and is
willing to teach others these processes (Kamman & Long, 2010). Studies have found that
schools do not spend time training mentors, nor do they always have mentors in the field
or specialty of the individual they are mentoring (Hagaman & Casey, 2018). Mentoring
programs should not be optional (Sindelar et al., 2018).
External Factors
District policies. District policies and procedures have an impact on perceived
job satisfaction. School policies that do not align with professional practice can increase
feelings of burnout in school psychologists (Schilling et al., 2018). One in six (1 in 6)
school psychologists expressed a desire or consideration of leaving the field within the
next five years because of administrative pressure that they felt was not in line with their
professional duties or training (Boccio et al., 2016). One-third of school psychologists
encountered administrative pressure to take actions that they felt were unethical. One
third said that they felt they were asked to make decisions that did not meet state or
federal laws. When individuals feel ethically conflicted, they are less likely to want to
stay in a position (Boccio et al., 2016; Schilling et al., 2018).
Processes and procedures. School administrators frequently mention paperwork
as a source of burnout for special education teachers (Berry et al., 2011). Albrecht et al.
(2009) found that special educators spend around five hours per week working on
paperwork compared to 2 hours for general education teachers. Teachers did not rate
this as top reasons for attrition in a study by Berry et al. (2011). The gap between the
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perceptions of special education teachers and administrators and what is causing teachers
to leave is important to acknowledge and research further (Berry et al., 2011).
Community factors. The community is an important aspect of why individuals
choose to work and stay in a particular community (Ulferts, 2018). Integration into their
local community can help retain teachers (Ulferts, 2018).
Rural schools have different needs than urban and suburban districts. Often
special education itinerant teachers in rural settings are providing services through
cooperatives and service agencies, which have varying resources (Sadler, 2001). Many
urban and suburban schools have the resources available in-house that are not available in
rural schools (Lemke, 1995). Rural schools might not be able to compete with the salaries
that larger school districts can offer (Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007). When a student
moves into a district with a low incidence disability, (i.e., deaf, blind, multiple
disabilities) the district may not have the expertise and experience to provide quality
services to that student, this puts additional stress on the teaching staff (Albrecht et al.,
2009; Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007). Accessing professional development may be difficult
for teachers in rural areas due to the location and distance to opportunities (IrinagaBistolas et al., 2007). Geographic isolation and perceived isolation of rural communities
can lead to difficulty in recruitment of teachers to the area (Ulferts, 2018).
Rural schools are more likely to have high rates of turnover than their suburban
counterparts (Brownell et al., 2018; National Coalition on Personnel Shortages in Special
Education and Related Services, 2014). When vacated, these positions are often left
unfilled or filled by candidates that do not have full certification (Caroll, 2007; Hagaman
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& Casey, 2018). The individuals who have insufficient preparation are more likely to
experience frustration with their role, which could lead to attrition (Tyler & Brunner,
2014).
Teachers in one study were indifferent about student achievement on standardized
assessments and standards as it relates to job satisfaction (Amrein-Beardsley, 2012).
Teachers also did not indicate that socioeconomic status or ethnic diversity affected their
job satisfaction (Amrein-Beardsley, 2012).
State support. Across the country, policy makers are taking note of the shortage
and attempting to create policies to deal with the shortages (Brown & Wynn, 2009).
States are required to comply with IDEA regulations that require schools to employ
teachers who are fully certified to work with students with disabilities (Brownell &
Smith, 1993). State Departments of Education and local school districts are focusing on
improving outcomes for students with disabilities, but there is a shortage of individuals
qualified to provide support for those students (White & Mason, 2006). Birth rates are
rising and students with more significant disabilities are entering schools.
States have implemented a variety of methods to recruit and support retention of
teachers, with the focus primarily on increasing the workforce (Berry & Hirsch, 2005;
Brownell et al., 2018; Espinoza et al., 2018; Ludlow & Brannan, 1999; Müller, 2011).
Many states have advisory boards working on this topic (Müller, 2011). Several states
also provide financial incentives for increasing the number of quality educators entering
the field of special education (Arundel, 2018; Berry & Hirsch, 2005; Edgar & RosaLugo, 2007; Espinoza et al., 2018; Muller, 2010; Müller, 2011; Southeast Center for
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Teacher Quality, 2001; Squires, 2013). Some of these include salary increases across the
board, stipends for individual programs, financial incentives specifically targeted at high
need subjects and schools and even incentives for teacher leadership (Espinoza et al.,
2018). States have worked with higher education to develop grow your own programs for
schools to use in developing local talent to fill high-need positions (Müller, 2011).
Troops to teachers is a program that has worked with military personnel for getting
certification (Thornton et al., 2007).
Some states are also looking at ways to support new teachers in schools. Arizona
has created the Arizona promising practices program that provides tools lesson plans and
supports for new special education teachers in the field (Müller, 2011). Some states have
chosen to establish statewide support for supporting rural districts in mentoring programs
(Irinaga-Bistolas et al., 2007). Utah has required mentoring and provides mentoring
support (Muller, 2010; Müller, 2011). Iowa has collaborated with their Area Service
Agencies to provide regional mentors to teachers.
Local incentives. School districts have offered a variety of incentives including
relocation reimbursement, reduced teaching loads, signing bonuses, housing subsidies,
tax credits and child care to recruit staff (Berry & Hirsch, 2005; Southeast Center for
Teacher Quality, 2001). Berry and Hirsch (2005) found that compensation for national
certification and licensure and continuing education reimbursement could work as a
strategy for recruiting speech language pathologists. These incentives are similar to those
that have been used to attract health professionals for years. Related service provider
fields of occupational therapy, physical therapy and speech language pathology have
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well-established incentive programs on the medical practice side, so states are looking at
how we can do this for educational practice. However the differences in the environment
and situations may make it so that strategies that worked in the medical profession do not
work in the educational setting (Roots & Li, 2013).
Higher education. Higher education faces the challenges of training a workforce
of teachers to work with a wide variety of students with diverse needs within schools
with varying resources and supports. Finding faculty willing and able to provide this
instruction is also a challenge (Bethune & Kiser, 2017).
The type and quality of the higher education program is essential to look at as a
part of teacher retention. Quality teacher education programs have a high-quality
coursework partnered with community of learners (Lahman, D’amato, Stecker, &
Mcgrain, 2006).
Higher education has collaborated with the State Department of Education and
local education agencies to find ways to address these shortages (Ludlow, & Brannan,
1999). Many programs have utilized distance technology to train teachers in rural areas
that might not otherwise be able to access a teacher preparation program (Brownell et al.,
2018; Davis et al., 2004; Ludlow, Conner, & Schechter, 2005; Sindelar et al., 2018).
States and teacher preparation programs have worked together to create programs to
certify more teachers of the deaf or hard-of-hearing, and teachers of the visually impaired
(Ludlow et al., 2005). Programs such as those for working with students with visual
impairments are difficult to provide through distance technology because of the
specialized technology that is used in these specialties. Hybrid courses help support this
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while allowing individuals to live in their home communities and visit the college or
university program only for the specialized training portion of the program (Ludlow et
al., 2005). California started a program where local education agencies could work with
higher education to develop personnel preparation programs to meet their needs for
education personnel. This allowed schools to provide the education onsite needed to
certify teachers (Müller, 2011).
There is currently a shortage of individuals who are able to supervise field
experiences for speech language pathologists and school psychologists (Bethune & Kiser,
2017; Davis et al., 2004; Ludlow & Brannan, 1999; Smith et al., 2010). There has been
success in using technology for not only providing instruction, but for supervision of
practicum students or interns for field experiences in rural areas (Sindelar et al., 2018).
Research has suggested that providing these experiences in rural areas could increase the
recruitment and retention of these individuals in rural areas (Davis et al., 2004). It is also
difficult to find high-quality placements for field experiences with certified staff that
meet the requirements for being faculty, supervising teachers or practitioners (Bethune &
Kiser, 2017; Castillo, Curtis, & Tan, 2014).
There seems to be a gap between what is taught in universities and what is
happening in K-12 schools. Occasionally there is conflict when students’ practicum or
student teaching experiences have a philosophical difference in the methodology between
the university and the school district (Bethune & Kiser, 2017). Teacher preparation and
school systems aspire to work together to ensure that all teachers and providers are
trained in practices are high quality and are based on empirical research. Teachers and
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providers also need to be equipped with the skills to identify and apply the research to
what is practical for the situation and particular school district (Reed, Gable, & Yanek,
2004).
Preparation programs must have a working knowledge of expectations in today’s
educational system (Smith et al., 2010). School psychologists have indicated that their
training programs were out of touch with what was actually happening within schools
(Reed et al., 2004; Schilling et al., 2018). It is essential that training programs provide a
realistic model of what is happening in schools, including itinerant teaching so that
teachers and providers are not immediately dissatisfied when their job does not match
their expectations.
Research suggests that this gap between higher education and K-12 practice can
be contributed to several factors. One of these factors includes the frequent turnover of
staff and an inability to provide services with well-qualified teachers (McLeskey &
Billingsley, 2008). With frequent turnover or under-qualified teachers, it is difficult to
implement empirically sound practices with fidelity. When this gap exists, teachers who
are entering the field experience frustration between their training and what the reality is
when they enter the field (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). One study found that speech
language pathologists’ higher education experience and preparation might be different
from the current reality of a school setting. There must be a connection between higher
education and the realities of current practice (Blood et al., 2002; Compton et al., 2015).
Utilizing current practitioners to teach or provide input on coursework is a
strategy that has been implemented to align higher education course work with the reality
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of schools (Sadler, 2001; Schilling et al., 2018). Field experiences also need to have the
varied experiences that teachers will encounter (Boe, 2006; Hagaman & Casey, 2018;
Southeast Center for Teacher Quality, 2001). Teacher education programs are the
opportune spot for future educators, to receive training in wellness and self-care, which
promotes resilience and commitment to the profession (Boccio et al., 2016).
Special education teacher preparation is likely to be general in nature. The
majority of special education teachers work with students from at least two disability
areas and many work with students from more than four disability areas, especially
teachers in rural areas (Reed et al., 2004; Sutton, Bausmith, O’Connor, Pae, & Payne,
2014). General preparation is in part due to the need for teachers to be prepared to work
with a variety of students; however, it causes situations where teachers are providing
support to students with very little training on how to meet the individual needs (Sutton et
al., 2014). When designing field experiences, it is important that teachers have
experience with working with students who have a variety of needs and exposure to
strategies on how those needs can be me (Hagaman & Casey, 2018; Smith et al., 2010).
With the shortage of teachers, schools have had to resort to hiring underqualified,
inexperienced or uncertified teachers to have the staffing necessary for students
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2012; Berry et al., 2011). Research has shown that there is higher
turnover for staff who are starting as under-qualified or without sufficient preparation
(Espinoza et al., 2018; McLeskey et al., 2004). Those who are uncertified or partially
certified are more likely to leave the field (Billingsley, 2004). Research has shown that
the retention rate of alternatively certified teachers is no greater than those who have
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gone through the traditional certification methods (Espinoza et al., 2018; Squires, 2013;
Tyler & Brunner, 2014). One study found that under certified teachers had 91% greater
odds of leaving after their first year than those who are fully certified. The same study
found that the teachers who had fewer pre-service hours or more likely to leave (Smith,
2007). In some specialties such as speech language pathology, services are not
reimbursable under current laws if the individual does not have full certification. For
speech language pathologists, this requires a master's degree. Master's degrees take time
to complete if there are programs that even has space (Squires, 2013). Teachers with
provisional licensure cite lack of appropriate knowledge as a primary reason for leaving
their position (Hagaman & Casey, 2018).
Teacher residencies and grow your own programs have been shown to be more
successful in addressing teacher shortages than alternative certification and lowering
certification standards (Espinoza et al., 2018; Southeast Center for Teacher Quality,
2001). Fully certified special education teachers have been shown to be more effective
than special education teachers who lack full certification (Boe & Cook, 2006). This
raises a concern because in 2006, 44% of special education teachers entering the field of
special education were doing so with partial certification (Boe & Cook, 2006).
Summary
The topic of attrition in education has been the focus of several research studies.
A variety of reasons that have been identified for the high rate of individuals leaving the
field. Personal, employment and external factors all affect job satisfaction and intent to
stay in different ways. Through a review of the literature, it is clear that very little
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research has been done in the area of itinerant providers. Their job looks very different
from teachers who are in the same building all day. This research gap highlights the need
for additional research on itinerant teachers and what schools can do to keep them in the
field.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of Chapter 3 is to describe the methods used to gather and analyze
the data for this dissertation study. The purpose of this research was to determine the
factors that influence itinerant teachers’ intent to stay in their job. This dissertation study
was a secondary data analysis that examined influences on retention using a nationally
representative sample of itinerant teachers in public schools from the 2015-16 National
Teacher Principal Survey (NTPS) published through the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) within the U.S. Department of Education and implemented by the U.S.
Census Bureau (Taie & Goldring, 2017). A quantitative approach was used to examine if
connections existed between the variables identified and teachers intent to stay. The
literature review supported this study, due to examination of the number of teachers
leaving schools, or education in general, due to feelings of lack of support with limited
research done specifically on itinerant staff.
This study examines the relationships between the dependent variables of job
satisfaction and intent to stay in the field and the independent variables categorized in the
areas outlined in the conceptual framework of external, employment and personal (see
Table 1).
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Table 1
Independent Variables
Personal

Employment

External

Alternative certification

Supportive, encouraging
administrator

Parental support

Total hours worked per week

Materials available

Hours paid per week

Years of experience

Principal consistent with
discipline

Instruction hours per week

Shared belief with colleagues

Cooperative effort with staff

Student poverty

Staff recognition

Salary satisfaction

Coordinated instruction

Parental involvement
Paperwork load
Impact of standards

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Research Questions
The following research questions were designed to support the purpose of this
study:
1. What are the attributes of itinerant teachers in the United States, and of the
schools in which they teach?
2. How are external, employment and personal factors related to the job
satisfaction of itinerant teachers in the United States?
3. How are external, employment and personal factors related to the intent to
stay for itinerant teachers in the United States?
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4. Does teacher job satisfaction mediate external, employment and personal
factors’ effects on itinerant teachers’ intent to stay in the profession?
Data Source and Sample
Data for this study are from the restricted version of the 2015-16 NTPS. The
NTPS is a survey of public K–12 schools, principals, and teachers in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. The NTPS was made of three types of questionnaires: public
schools, public school principals, and public school teachers (Appendix A). The survey
contains unique identifiers, which allows information to be linked across teacher,
principal, and school responses (e.g., school to teacher, district to school).
The sample was based upon an adjusted version of the 2013–14 Common Core of
Data (CCD). The NTPS uses systematic, probability proportionate to size sampling
technique to ensure representation that matches the population. Teachers were selected
from schools that were selected from the list of schools selected for the NTPS sample.
The total public school sample was approximately 8,300 public schools with 40,000
public school teachers responding.
Weighting was used in the NTPS to ensure that the responses were representatives
of the 3,827,100 full-time and regular teachers, 90,400 principals/schools in public
schools throughout the United States. The weights used in the SASS have three different
purposes (Taie & Goldring, 2017). Weighting serves multiple purposes. It accounts for
the sampling probability of a school being selected for completion of the survey. It also
reduces bias from surveys that were not returned. External data is used to help create
more precise estimates from the sample that received surveys. Weighting was conducted
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on the sample to produce national estimates for public schools, principals, and teachers to
account for nonresponse and other adjustments. The weighted NTPS unit response rate
was produced by dividing the weighted number of respondents who completed
questionnaires by the weighted number of eligible sampled cases, using the initial base
weight (Taie & Goldring, 2017).
Analytical Sample
The factors influencing retention of itinerant staff are relevant for public schools
today. Because there is limited research on itinerant staff, there are limited data sources
with information to answer the research questions of this dissertation. The NTPS contains
a sample large enough to provide answers to the research questions. For this study, the
sample was narrowed further to include only teachers who responded that they worked in
itinerant positions. This resulted in a sample size of 510 of the total population of 67,700
itinerant teachers in the United States. This sample size exceeds the minimum
recommended sample size of 200 for using SEM research (Heck & Thomas, 2015).
Sampling of teachers took place in two stages. The first level occurred through the
school–level collection of the Teacher Listing Form (TLF) from sampled schools. The
second stage was sampling of teachers listed on the TLF. Weighted response rate was
calculated by multiplying both stages together which resulted in the overall weighted
response rate.
Variables
Variables included in this study were selected based upon the review of previous
literature included in this dissertation. Latent variables were run through Confirmatory
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Factor Analysis (CFA) to determine fit for path analysis. CFA is the process of defining
constructs to determine if the hypothesized model is confirmed (Heck & Thomas, 2015).
In the model, factor loadings were all significant and above .4 confirming the model and
latent variables. The latent variables of job satisfaction and intent to stay were
significantly correlated (1.164, n = 510) p < .001. Some variables had to be recoded to
match the directionality of responses.
Dependent variable. The dependent variables in this study are composite
outcomes of job satisfaction (see Table 2) and intent to stay (see Table 3). The dependent
variables were measured as composite through the NTPS in the following questions.
Independent variables. To answer the research questions of this dissertation
study, the independent variables of teachers' perceptions of school factors are divided into
three categories: (a) personal (see Table 4), (b) employment (see Table 5), and (c)
external (see Table 6). These categories are based on the framework proposed by
Billingsley (2004). The categories of independent variables were adapted to fit the
concepts measured in the NTPS through the following questions.
Data Analysis Procedures
Statistical analysis. Data from the survey was entered into Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) and Mplus at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln for analysis.
The research questions from this study were analyzed using the following statistical
methods. The following criteria are generally used to measure model fit (Heck &
Thomas, 2015): chi-square, degrees of freedom, the comparative fit index (CFI), and the
root mean square error of estimation (RMSEA).
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Table 2
Teacher Job Satisfaction Independent Variables
Survey #

Theme

Survey Question

Scale Used

T1729

Satisfied

I am generally satisfied with being
a teacher at this school.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1742

Satisfied teachers

I would describe us as a satisfied
group.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1743

Like how things are
run

I like the way things are run at this
school.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1741

Stress

The stress and disappointments
involved in teaching at this school
aren’t really worth it.

Strongly agree = 1
Somewhat agree = 2
Somewhat disagree = 3
Strongly disagree = 4

T1746

Enthusiasm

I don’t seem to have as much
enthusiasm now as I did when I
began teaching.

Strongly agree = 1
Somewhat agree = 2
Somewhat disagree = 3
Strongly disagree = 4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 3
Intent to Stay Independent Variables
Survey #

Theme

Survey Question

Scale Used

T1744

Leave for higher
paying job

If I could get a higher paying job
I’d leave teaching as soon as
possible.

Strongly agree = 1
Somewhat agree = 2
Somewhat disagree = 3
Strongly disagree = 4

T1745

Transfer

I think about transferring to
another school.

Strongly agree = 1
Somewhat agree = 2
Somewhat disagree = 3
Strongly disagree = 4

T1748

Stay in position

How long do you plan on staying
in this position?

As long as I am able = 7
Until I am eligible for
retirement benefits from this
job = 6
Until I am eligible for Social
Security benefits = 5
Undecided at this time = 4
Until a specific life event
occurs (e.g., parenthood,
marriage, retirement of
spouse or partner) = 3
Until a more desirable job
opportunity comes along = 2
Definitely plan to leave as
soon as I can = 1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 4
Personal Factors Independent Variables
Survey #

Theme

Survey Question

Scale Used

T0400

Alternative
certification

Did you enter teaching through an
alternative route to certification
program?

No = 0
Yes = 1

T0110

Years of
experience:

Excluding time spent on
maternity/paternity leave or
sabbatical, how many school years
have you worked, either full-time
or part-time, as a K-12 or
comparable ungraded level teacher
in public, public charter, or private
schools?

Count

T1721

Shared belief with
colleagues

Most of my colleagues share my
beliefs and values about what the
central mission of the school
should be.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1602

Total hours worked
per week

Average hours spent on all
teaching and other school-related
activities during a typical full week

Count

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 5
Employment Factors Independent Variables
Survey #

Theme

Survey Question

Scale Used

T1713

Supportive
Administrator

The school administration’s
behavior toward the staff is
supportive and encouraging.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1717

Materials available

Necessary materials such as
textbooks, supplies, and copy
machines are available as needed
by the staff.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1718

Principal consistent
with discipline

My principal enforces school rules
for student conduct and backs me
up when I need it.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1723

Cooperative effort
with staff

There is a great deal of cooperative
effort among the staff members.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1724

Staff recognition

In this school, staff members are
recognized for a job well done.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1730

Coordinated
Instruction

Make a conscious effort to
coordinate the content of my
courses with that of other teachers.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 6
External Factors Independent Variables
Survey #

Theme

Survey Question

Scale Used

T1600

Hours paid per
week

Average hours per week paid to
deliver instruction during a typical
full week

Count

T1714

Salary satisfaction

I am satisfied with my teaching
salary.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1716

Parental support

I receive a great deal of support

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1718

Paperwork load

Routine duties and paperwork

Strongly agree = 1
Somewhat agree = 2
Somewhat disagree = 3
Strongly disagree = 4

T1726

Impact of standards

State or district content standards
have had a positive influence on
my satisfaction with teaching.

Strongly agree = 4
Somewhat agree = 3
Somewhat disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1

T1737

Parental
involvement

Lack of parental involvement

Serious problem= 1
Moderate problem= 2
Minor problem= 3
Not a problem= 4

T1738

Student poverty

Poverty

Serious problem= 1
Moderate problem= 2
Minor problem= 3
Not a problem= 4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Research Question #1, What are the attributes of itinerant teachers in the
United States, and of the schools in which they teach? To answer the first question of
this research study, descriptive statistics were used to identify the population of itinerant
teachers and demographic characteristics that were identified as relevant to retention
through previous teacher retention research. Descriptive statistics can help organize and
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simplify large data sources to make them more manageable (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2017).
SPSS was used to identify cases in the NTPS, which indicated that the respondents
worked as itinerant teachers. Descriptive analyses were conducted to find frequencies of
teacher certification, full or part-time status, school years taught, gender, region of the US
and urbanity of the location of the school to determine the overall percentage of teachers
in each area that was being studied. In accordance with IES restricted-used guidelines, all
sample sizes from the restricted-use dataset are rounded to the nearest ten. Teacher final
weight was applied to the data set which resulted in an n = 510.
Research Question #2, How are external, employment and personal factors
related to the job satisfaction of itinerant teachers in the United States? Descriptive
statistics were completed to analyze the frequencies and descriptive data of the variables.
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was run to determine the direct effects of external,
employment and personal factors on teacher job satisfaction. SEM allows for factor
analysis in a path model that can look at direct relationships between the outcomes and
variables (Heck & Thomas, 2015). Mplus was used to build the SEM model in Figure 3
to answer this research question.
Research Question #3, How are external, employment and personal factors
related to the intent to stay for itinerant teachers in the United States? SEM was run to
determine the direct effects of external, employment and personal factors on intent to
stay. MPlus was used to build the SEM model in Figure 3.2 to answer this research
question. CFA was completed to confirm model fit of the latent variable intent to stay.
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Figure 3. Research question 2 model.

Figure 4. Research question 3 model.
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Research Question #4, Does teacher job satisfaction mediate external,
employment and personal factors’ effects on itinerant teachers’ intent to stay in the
profession? Descriptive statistics were completed to analyze the frequencies and
descriptive data of the variables. SEM was run to determine the direct effects of external,
employment and personal factors on job satisfaction, commitment to the profession and
intent to stay and indirect effects of external, employment and personal effects had on
intent to stay as moderated by job satisfaction. Mplus was used to build the SEM model
in Figure 5 to answer this research question.

Figure 5. Research question 4 model.
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Based upon previous research, I predicted that the greatest influence on job
satisfaction and intent to stay is the employment composite variable. I also hypothesize
that job satisfaction has a mediating effect on intent to stay.
Summary
The design of the study and instrument used were described in this chapter. The
guiding research questions were presented along with the statistical methods used to
analyze collected data. Analyses of these data will be presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4
Results
This chapter contains the results from analyzing the NTPS Data to answer the
research questions. The data was input into SPSS and Mplus to generate outputs that
became the basis for the results presented in this section. The preliminary analysis using
SEM, confirmatory factor analysis of each construct and the structural model analysis are
included in this chapter. Significant interactions were specifically analyzed to find the
strength of the relationship. Interpretation of the data and implications will be discussed
further in Chapter 5.
Research Question #1, What are the attributes of itinerant teachers in the United
States?
SPSS was used to run descriptive statistics on the 2015-16 NTPS data to answer
research question #1. Descriptive information is included in Tables 6-11. Descriptive
analyses of the characteristics provide a picture of the itinerant teachers responding to the
study. This analysis also allows for capturing information on the distribution of itinerant
teachers in the United States.
When it comes to the Full Time Equivalency (FTE) of itinerant staff, the data
show that 61.8% (n = 510) of itinerant teachers work at least half time in their positions
(Table 7). There is not information on if their FTE is reflective of a choice made by the
teacher or if it is a school district decision. This may affect the job satisfaction of the
itinerant teacher.
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Table 7
Full or Part Time Status
Variable Name

N

Percent

3/4 time or more

180

36.1

1/2 time or more, but less than 3/4 time

130

25.7

1/4 time or more, but less than 1/2 time

120

23.3

80

14.9

Less than 1/4 time

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Most (88.7%) of the itinerant teachers in the United States have a standard
teaching certificate based upon the requirements of their state (Table 8) which is just
below the rate for all teachers in the U.S. which is 90% (McFarland, Hussar, Zhang,
Wang, Wang, Hein, Diliberti, Forrest Cataldi, Bullock, Mann, and Barmer,. 2019). Of
those that do not have a current certificate, 2.4% only need to complete a probationary
period. Seven and a half percent (7.5%) of respondents need to complete some
coursework and/or a certification program before they can become fully certified.
New teachers, those having fewer than five years of experience, made up 17.9%
of the population (Table 9). Previous research has indicated that this group has the
highest rate of attrition. This number is similar to the national rate for new teachers in
schools. Most (77.7 %) of the itinerant teachers in the United States identify as female
(Table 10) which is similar to the rate for all teachers in the U.S. (McFarland, et al,.
2019).
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Table 8
Teacher Certification
Variable Name

N

Percent

Regular or standard state certificate or advanced
provisional certificate

450

88.4

Certificate issued after satisfying all requirements
except the completion of a probationary period

10

2.4

Certificate that requires some additional
coursework, student teaching or passage of a test
before regular certification

30

5.9

Certificate issued to persons who must complete a
certification program in order to continue teaching

10

1.6

I do not hold any of the above certifications in
THIS state

10

1.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table 9
Teaching Experience
School Years Taught

N

Percent

<5

90

17.9

5-9 yrs

90

17.1

10-14 yrs

90

18.0

15-19 yrs

80

16.2

20-24 yrs

60

12.8

25-29 yrs

40

8.1

30-34 yrs

30

6.4

35-39 yrs

10

2.8

40+ years

*

0.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
*n < 10
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Table 10
Gender
Variable

N

Percent

Male

110

22.3

Female

400

77.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

The teachers distributed equally across the country (Table 11): 24% were from the
Northeast, 29% were from the Midwest, 32% were from the South, and 15% were from
the West. More itinerant teachers were located in suburban schools (45%) than any other
locale code: city 26%; town 11%; and rural 19% (Table 12). Suburban schools account
for approximately 32% of schools represented in the NTPS (NCES, 2018).

Table 11
Census Region
Variable

N

Percent

Northeast

120

24.1

Midwest

150

28.7

South

160

32.3

West

80

15.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 12
School Locale Code
Variable

N

Percent

City

130

26.2

Suburb

230

44.8

Town

50

10.6

Rural

90

18.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Descriptive statistics were run on the independent and dependent variables to gain
a further understanding of the characteristics of itinerant teachers. In relation to the
factors associated with job satisfaction (Table 13), teachers rated above a 3 on a scale
from 1 to 4 for all except one area. The highest area (mean 3.442, n = 510) was rated for
the group satisfaction. The only variable with a mean under 3 was a feeling that the
individual doesn’t have as much enthusiasm as he or she did at the beginning of his/her
career with a mean of 2.853 (n = 510). For the factors related to intent to stay (Table 14),
both had means near 3 on a scale of 1 to 4: 2.94 for I would leave for a higher paying job
and 3.099 for I think about transferring.
Descriptive analysis of the personal variables (Table 15) provided additional
information on the itinerant teachers responding to the survey. The mean years of
teaching for itinerant teachers was 14.8 years. When asked how many hours they spend
weekly on all teaching activities, the mean response was 38.521 hours.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics Job Satisfaction Latent Variable
Variable

Mean

SD

N

I am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school.

3.164

.757

510

I like the way things are run at this school.

3.117

.857

510

The teachers at this school like being here; I would describe us
as a satisfied group.

3.442

.756

510

The stress and disappointments involved in teaching at this
school aren’t really worth it.

3.273

.854

510

I don’t seem to have as much enthusiasm now as I did when I
began teaching.

2.853

1.049

510

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table 14
Descriptive Statistics Intent to Stay Latent Variable
Variable

Mean

SD

N

If I could get a higher paying job I’d leave teaching as soon as
possible.

2.94

.997

510

I think about transferring to another school.

3.099

1.007

510

How long do you plan to remain in teaching?

5.611

1.618

510

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 15
Descriptive Statistics Personal Variables
Variable

Mean

SD

N

Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to
certification program?

1.900

0.3000

510

How many school years have you taught?

14.805

6.207

510

How many hours do you spend on ALL teaching and other
school-related activities during a typical FULL WEEK at THIS
school?

38.521

18.088

510

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what
the central mission of the school should be.

3.324

0.686

510

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Within the descriptive analysis of the employment variables (Table 16),
administrative support had the highest mean results on a scale of 1 to 4. Staff perception
that the school administration’s behavior toward staff is supportive and encouraging was
3.425. The feeling that the principal backs the teacher up and enforces the school rules
had a mean of 3.462. The scores that had the lowest mean scores were having necessary
materials (3.157) staff recognition (3.164) and coordinated effort with other teachers
(3.174).
The descriptive statistics for external variables are included in Table 17. The
questions that were rated on a scale of 1-4 with 4 being high all had scores below 3. This
is in contrast to the questions in the personal and employment variables. This suggests
that teachers feel less favorable about the factors in the external category. Another result
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics Employment variables
Variable

Mean

SD

N

The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is
supportive and encouraging.

3.425

.810

510

Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy
machines are available as needed by the staff

3.157

.829

510

My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and
backs me up when I need it.

3.462

.746

510

There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff
members.

3.293

.752

510

In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.

3.164

.879

510

I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my
courses with that of other teachers.

3.174

.767

510

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

that stands out is that itinerant teachers are contracted to work a mean of 26.918 hours per
week. This same group of teachers indicated that they actually work 38.521 hours per
week.
Research Question #2: How are external, employment and personal factors related
to the job satisfaction of itinerant teachers in the United States?
To answer this question, path analysis was completed in Mplus. Prior to
analyzing data, the model had to be analyzed to ensure that it was a quality model. CFA
was used to confirm model fit of the latent variable job satisfaction. All factors were
significant (p < .001). Each of the variables had a correlation of higher than .40 making
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Table 17
Descriptive Statistics External Variables
Variable

Mean

SD

N

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school?
Lack of parental involvement

2.740

0.993

510

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school?
Poverty

2.404

1.058

510

Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.

2.258

0.892

510

How many hours does your contract require you to work during
a typical FULL WEEK at THIS school?

26.918

12.761

510

I am satisfied with my teaching salary.

2.532

1.008

510

I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.

2.755

0.836

510

State or district content standards have had a positive influence
on my satisfaction with teaching

2.224

0.834

510

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

them statistically significant. Factor loadings, covariance and correlation matrices
describing the latent variables are included in Appendix C.
The following criteria were to measure model fit (Heck & Thomas, 2015): chisquare, degrees of freedom, the comparative fit index (CFI), standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR) and the root mean square error of estimation (RMSEA). The
chi-square test of the model was statistically significant χ2 (73, n = 510) = 195.333,
p < .001, which indicates that the model fit the data. The model yielded acceptable fit
measures. The value of the RMSEA was .058 and SRMR was .031, which indicates a
good fit. The CFI was .866 and TLI was .826, both of which are below the target value of
.90.
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The three categories of factors were first analyzed based upon correlation (see
Table 18 and Figure 6). All relationships run through this model are reported, however
only statistically significant correlations will be described in this analysis. As shown in
Table 18, there were no measured personal factors were not statistically significant in
correlation to teacher job satisfaction. Self-reported teacher job satisfaction was
positively correlated with employment factors supportive administrator (r = .284,
p < .001), materials available (r = .093, p < .05), cooperation between teachers (r = .187,
p < .01), staff feels recognized (r = .121, p < .05) and coordination of instruction
(r = .099, p < .05). For external factors, self-reported teacher job satisfaction was
positively correlated with satisfaction with salary (r = .158, p < .01) and standards
positively affecting students (r = .108, p < .01).
R-Square analysis (Table 19) was completed to analyze the total variation that is
explained by the latent variables. Personal variables accounted for 21.7% of the variance
in teacher job satisfaction. Employment factors explained 63.2% of the variance in
teacher job satisfaction. External factors explained 39.5% of the variance. R-Square
analysis of the full model results indicate that the three groups of factors explained 70.2%
of the variance in teacher job satisfaction.
Research Question #3: How are external, employment and personal factors related
to the intent to stay for itinerant teachers in the United States?
Path analysis was completed in Mplus to answer this question. The following
criteria were to measure model fit (Heck & Thomas, 2015): chi-square, degrees of
freedom, the comparative fit index (CFI), standardized root mean squared residual
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(SRMR) and the root mean square error of estimation (RMSEA). The chi-square test of
the model was statistically significant χ2 (34, N = 510) = 79.055, p < .001, which
indicates that the model fit the data. The model yielded acceptable fit measures. The
value of the RMSEA was .051 and SRMR was .026, which indicates a good fit. The CFI
was .848 and TLI was .759, both of which are below the target value of .95. Factor
loadings, covariance and correlation matrices describing the latent variables are included
in Appendix C.
Results are reported as follows. The three types of factors were first analyzed
based upon correlation (see Table 20 and Figure 7) All relationships run through this
model are reported, however only statistically significant correlations will be described in
this analysis. As shown in Table 21, there were no measured personal or employment
factors with statistically significant in correlation to itinerant teacher intent to stay. Intent
to stay was positively correlated with employment factors satisfaction with salary
(r = .182, p < .01) and paperwork and daily routines not getting in the way of daily tasks
(r = .107, p < .01).
R-Square analysis (Table 21) was completed to analyze the total variation that is
explained by the latent variables. Personal variables accounted for 10.9% of the variance
in teacher job satisfaction. Employment factors explained 34.5% of the variance in
teacher job satisfaction. External factors explained 37.4% of the variance. R-Square
analysis (Table 21) of the model results indicate that the model explained 49.6 % of the
variance of itinerant teacher’s intent to stay.
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Research Question #4: Does teacher job satisfaction mediate external, employment
and personal factors’ effects on itinerant teachers’ intent to stay in the profession?
To answer this question, path analysis was completed in Mplus. The following
criteria were to measure model fit (Heck & Thomas, 2015): chi-square, degrees of
freedom, the comparative fit index (CFI), standardized root mean squared residual
(SRMR) and the root mean square error of estimation (RMSEA). The chi-square test of
the model was statistically significant χ2 (121, N = 510) = 400.088, p < .001, which
indicates that the model fit the data. The model yielded acceptable fit measures. The
value of the RMSEA was .067 and SRMR was .044, which indicates a good fit. The CFI
was .806 and TLI was .737, both of which are below the target value of .95. Factor
loadings, covariance and correlation matrices describing the latent variables are included
in Appendix C.
The intent to stay and teacher job satisfaction models were run sequentially to
determine the mediation effect of job satisfaction on itinerant teacher’s intent to stay.
Results are reported as follows. The three types of factors were first analyzed based upon
correlation with job satisfaction (see Table 22 and Figure 8). All relationships run
through this model are reported, however only statistically significant correlations will be
described in this analysis. As shown in Table 21, there were no measured personal factors
were not

Table 18
Standardized Regression Coefficients Job Satisfaction Question 2
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification
program?

-0.013

0.034

-0.371

0.710

How many school years have you taught?

-0.015

0.034

-0.438

0.661

How many hours do you spend on ALL teaching and other school-related
activities during a typical FULL WEEK at THIS school?

-0.039

0.074

-0.526

0.599

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central
mission of the school should be.

0.018

0.048

0.382

0.703

The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and
encouraging.

0.284

0.067

4.242

0.000

Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are
available as needed by the staff

0.093

0.044

2.121

0.034

My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up
when I need it.

0.109

0.064

1.698

0.090

There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff members.

0.187

0.058

3.240

0.001

Personal

Employment

Table 18 continues
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Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.

0.121

0.055

2.212

0.027

I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with
that of other teachers.

0.099

0.040

2.439

0.015

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Lack of
parental involvement

0.088

0.052

1.689

0.091

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poverty

0.031

0.045

0.696

0.486

Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.

0.043

0.033

1.301

0.193

-0.011

0.072

-0.146

0.884

I am satisfied with my teaching salary.

0.158

0.046

3.437

0.001

I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.

0.067

0.042

1.606

0.108

State or district content standards have had a positive influence on my
satisfaction with teaching

0.108

0.038

2.857

0.004

Employment (cont’d)

External

How many hours does your contract require you to work during a typical
FULL WEEK at THIS school?

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Figure 6. Job satisfaction SEM results.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table 19
R-Square Question 2
Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

Personal Factors

0.217

0.043

5.001

0.000

Employment Factors

0.632

0.057

10.992

0.000

External Factors

0.395

0.042

9.336

0.000

Job Satisfaction

0.702

0.042

16.826

0.000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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statistically significant in correlation to teacher job satisfaction. Self-reported teacher job
satisfaction was positively correlated with employment factors supportive administrator
(r = .276, p < .001) as in the stand-alone model. The size of positive correlation
decreased slightly from r = .284, but is still significantly positively correlated. Having
the necessary materials available remains significant in this model with an increase in the
effect size from r = .093, p < .05 in the stand-alone model to r = .107, p < .05.
Cooperation between teachers remains statistically significant at r = .185, p < .01, a
similar positive correlation to the stand-alone model (r = .187, p < .01). Staff feels
recognized remained similar and also remained statistically significant going from r =
.121, p < .05 to r = .119, p < .05 and coordination of instruction increased slightly from r
= .099, p < .05 to r = .107, p < .05. For external factors, self-reported teacher job
satisfaction remained positively correlated with satisfaction with salary (r = .169,
p < .001) with a slight increase from the stand-alone model (r = .158, p < .01) as did
standards positively affecting students (r = .111, p < .01) increasing in impact from
(r = .108, p < .01) the stand-alone model.

Table 20
Standardized Regression Coefficients Intent to stay Question 3
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

-0.108

0.099

-1.088

0.277

How many school years have you taught?

0.005

0.004

1.413

0.158

How many hours do you spend on ALL teaching and other school-related
activities during a typical FULL WEEK at THIS school?

0.002

0.003

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central
mission of the school should be.

0.001

0.63

0.009

0.993

The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and
encouraging.

0.115

0.059

1.943

0.052

Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are
available as needed by the staff

0.075

0.048

1.567

0.117

My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up
when I need it.

-0.028

0.063

-0.441

0.659

0.091

0.066

1.390

0.164

Personal
Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification
program?

`0.63

0.529

Employment

There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff members.

Table 20 continues
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Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.

0.071

0.058

1.218

0.223

I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with
that of other teachers.

0.069

0.044

1.567

0.117

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Lack of
parental involvement

-0.028

0042

-0.679

0.497

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poverty

0.057

0.039

1.460

0.144

Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.

0.107

0.039

2.748

0.006

-0.008

0.050

-1.480

0.139

I am satisfied with my teaching salary.

0.182

0.050

3.619

0.000

I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.

0.072

0.043

1.690

0.091

State or district content standards have had a positive influence on my
satisfaction with teaching

0.068

0.042

1.612

0.107

Employment (cont’d)

External

How many hours does your contract require you to work during a typical
FULL WEEK at THIS school?

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Figure 8. Intent to stay SEM model results.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table 21
R-Square Question 3
Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

Personal Factors

0.109

0.055

1.986

0.047

Employment Factors

0.345

0.069

4.988

0.000

External Factors

0.374

0.056

6.647

0.000

Intent to Stay

0.496

0.062

8.051

0.000
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Further path analysis allowed for analysis of intent to stay within the full model
(see Table 23 and Figure 8). All relationships run through this model are reported in the
tables, however only statistically significant correlations will be described in this
analysis. This is the first time in the model that a personal factor is reported as significant.
Years of experience has a small positive correlation with intent to stay (r = .146, p < .01).
Intent to stay was positively correlated with employment factors satisfaction with salary
(r = .182, p < .01) and paperwork and daily routines not getting in the way of daily tasks
(r = .107, p < .01). In the stand-alone model, the consistency and support of
administration in discipline was not significant, however in the combined model, there
was a negative impact on intent to stay (r = -156, p < .05). Parental involvement also had
a negative relationship with intent to stay in the full model (r = -.136, p < .05). In this
model, teacher job satisfaction positively mediated intent to stay (r = 1.164, p < .001).
Within the observed variables (Table 24), 44.6% of variance was explained by the
itinerant teachers describing the group as a whole as a satisfied group. Teachers liking
how the school is run explained 53.9% of the variance. Self-satisfaction with their job
explained 58.3% of the variance in the model. Teachers feeling like the stress and
disappointments at school are not worth it explained 43.1% of the variance. The final
variable in the teacher job satisfaction latent variable, how much enthusiasm the teacher
has explained 25.1% of variance. Within the intent to stay variable, leaving for a higher
paying job explained 28.6% of the variance within the model. Itinerant teachers thinking
about transferring to another school accounted for 54.5% of the variance and how long
teachers intended to stay in the profession explained 14.6% of the variance.

Table 22
Standardized Regression Coefficients Teacher Job Satisfaction Full Model Question 4
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification
program?

-0.015

0.035

-0.445

0.656

How many school years have you taught?

-0.015

0.035

-0.436

0.663

How many hours do you spend on ALL teaching and other school-related
activities during a typical FULL WEEK at THIS school?

-0.036

0.074

-0.489

0.625

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central
mission of the school should be.

0.010

0.050

0.194

0.847

The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and
encouraging.

0.276

0.068

4.057

0.000

Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are
available as needed by the staff.

0.107

0.044

2.412

0.016

My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up
when I need it.

0.104

0.066

1.578

0.114

There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff members.

0.185

0.058

3.184

0.001

Personal

Employment

Table 22 continues
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Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.

0.119

0.056

2.121

0.034

I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with
that of other teachers.

0.107

0.041

2.570

0.010

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Lack of
parental involvement

0.083

0.052

1.576

0.115

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poverty

0.031

0.045

0.680

0.497

Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.

0.049

0.034

1.455

0.146

-0.017

0.073

-0.239

0.811

I am satisfied with my teaching salary.

0.169

0.046

3.692

0.000

I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.

0.073

0.042

1.750

0.080

State or district content standards have had a positive influence on my
satisfaction with teaching

0.111

0.039

2.891

0.004

Employment (cont’d)

External

How many hours does your contract require you to work during a typical
FULL WEEK at THIS school?

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Figure 8. Full SEM model results.
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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R-Square analysis (Table 25) of the full model results indicate that the three
groups of factors explained 70.3% of the variance in job satisfaction. These variables
accounted for 89.3% of the total variance in the model.
Summary of Results
When reviewing the results of the SEM, as predicted, the employment factors had
the most factors that were statistically significant in affecting both teacher job satisfaction
and teacher intent to stay. It is also evident that teacher job satisfaction has a mediating
effect on their intent to stay in the profession.

Table 23
Standardized Intent to stay Full Model Question 4
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

-0.029

0.050

-0.591

0.555

How many school years have you taught?

0.146

0.049

3.011

0.003

How many hours do you spend on ALL teaching and other school-related
activities during a typical FULL WEEK at THIS school?

0.111

0.092

1.197

0.231

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central
mission of the school should be.

0.013

0.062

0.217

0.828

The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and
encouraging.

-0.134

0.087

-1.546

0.122

Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are
available as needed by the staff

-0.021

0.061

-0.347

0.729

My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up
when I need it.

-0.156

0.071

-2.194

0.028

There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff members.

-0.098

0.085

-1.156

0.248

Personal
Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification
program?

Employment

Table 23 continues
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Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P

0.036

0.075

-0.478

0.633

-0.050

0.055

0.912

0.362

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Lack of
parental involvement

-0.136

0.063

-2.176

0.362

To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poverty

0.055

0.061

0.893

0.372

Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.

0.084

0.049

1.721

0.085

-0.122

0.087

-1.397

0.162

I am satisfied with my teaching salary.

0.064

0.063

1.021

0.307

I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.

0.018

0.056

0.330

0.741

-0.047

0.052

-0.916

0.360

1.164

.147

7.904

.000

Employment (cont’d)
In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.
I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with
that of other teachers.
External

How many hours does your contract require you to work during a typical
FULL WEEK at THIS school?

State or district content standards have had a positive influence on my
satisfaction with teaching
Teacher Job Satisfaction Latent Variable

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 24
R-Square Observed Variables
Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

The teachers at this school like
being here; I would describe us as
a satisfied group.

0.446

0.051

8.808

0.000

I like the way things are run at this
school.

0.539

0.064

8.465

0.000

I am generally satisfied with being
a teacher at this school.

0.583

0.040

14.466

0.000

The stress and disappointments
involved in teaching at this school
aren’t really worth it.

0.431

0.055

7.773

0.000

I don’t seem to have as much
enthusiasm now as I did when I
began teaching.

0.251

0.048

5.239

0.000

If I could get a higher paying job
I’d leave teaching as soon as
possible.

0.286

0.062

4.654

0.000

I think about transferring to
another school.

0.545

0.060

9.142

0.000

How long do you plan to remain in
teaching?

0.146

0.047

3.089

0.002

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 25
R-Square Latent Variables
Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

Job Satisfaction

0.703

0.041

17.335

0.000

Intent to Stay

0.893

0.085

10.496

0.000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

80

Chapter 5
Conclusion and Recommendations
All schools aim to provide high quality education. One essential component of
providing high quality education is the school faculty. Schools must maintain appropriate
staffing not only for providing high quality education, but also for maintaining
accreditation. With the decrease in teachers entering the profession, we must look at how
we can retain those that are already in our schools. Many studies have looked at why
people have left. I chose to design this study in a way that looked at what had positive
impact on teachers deciding to stay in the profession.
In looking for a group of individuals where research was limited, I decided to
look specifically at itinerant teachers. Itinerant teachers travel between multiple buildings
and wear different hats based upon the different scenario and building where they are
teaching at the time. As a former itinerant teacher, this topic was intriguing for me and
designing a research study that looked at this specific group was important. I distinctly
remember days where I was not sure if I was going to make it through to the next year.
Balancing expectations of multiple supervisors and looking for a place to connect with
co-workers was a challenge I had to figure out. Often itinerant teachers miss buildingspecific staff development because it either occurs at the same time throughout the
district so they have to choose a building to attend while missing others. Other times, it
occurs during instructional time at another building, causing the itinerant teacher to miss.
As I have shared this research topic with other school administrators, they have
shared that this topic is something that affects them. When a building principal has not
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been an itinerant teacher, they may not understand the struggles that itinerant teachers
face. The goal of this study was to identify areas where building administrators could
make adjustments and increase the retention of itinerant staff.
Discussion
In looking at the data from the first research question, it is evident that itinerant
teachers mirror many demographic variables to teachers who indicated that they work in
one building. This included gender, years of experience and type of certificate. There
were more itinerant teachers in suburban schools than any other schools. One piece of
demographic information that stood out during my analysis of the descriptive statistics
was the difference between hours contracted and hours actually worked. On average,
itinerant teachers were contracted for just under 30 hours per week, yet they worked
nearly 40 hours. Because teachers are typically paid based upon contract hours not hours
worked, this discrepancy could be connected to teacher dissatisfaction with salary
indicated later in this discussion.
Research question #2 looked at which factors correlated with teacher job
satisfaction. As hypothesized, the factors within the employment variable had the most
statistically significant variables. There were no measured variables with a statistically
significant relationship with teacher job satisfaction. This included years of experience,
certification type, hours worked per week and a shared belief system with colleagues.
In the employment category, five of the six measured variables were statistically
significant with positive correlation. Some of the questions in this area focused on the
building administrator. A supportive administrator had the greatest positive correlation of
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all the variables. In contrast, the principal enforcing school rules and backing up the
teacher did not have a significant correlation. Other factors were in relationship to
working with the other teachers in the building. The perception of teachers feeling
recognized for a job well done had a positive correlation with teacher job satisfaction. A
coordinated effort with other teachers and collaboration both positively correlated with
teacher job satisfaction.
The third group of factors was the external factors, or those out of control of the
school. Of those, only two were statistically significant within this model. Satisfaction
with the salary positively correlated with overall teacher job satisfaction. The impact of
standards on teacher satisfaction was a positive correlation. This was a surprise in the
analysis of the data. Areas studied that did not have a significant relationship to teacher
job satisfaction included parental involvement, paperwork, required work hours, and
student poverty.
For Question #3, the independent variable was teacher intent to stay. This
variable was created from questions that looked at questions teachers were asked that
indicated if they plan to stay in the same school or even in the profession. As with the
previous question, there were not any measured variables whit statistically significant
correlations in the personal area. This was surprising with the research reviewed in this
study and others that indicates that newer teachers are more likely to leave the field.
When analyzing the employment factors within question #3, there were no factors that
were statistically significant in correlation itinerant teacher intent to stay. Two factors
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within the external category were significant, both with positive correlations: paperwork
and salary satisfaction. Paperwork did not come up in the second question.
The fourth question brought all variables into one model. In this analysis, still no
personal factors had a significant correlation with teacher job satisfaction. All of the
same variables remained statistically significant with the school administration’s
behavior toward staff perception as supportive, encouraging, and cooperative effort
among staff members having the highest positive correlation. Satisfaction with salary
and satisfaction with standards were the two external categories that were statistically
significant in positively correlating with teacher job satisfaction.
For intent to stay in the full model, the personal factor of school years taught is
statistically significant in having a positive correlation. This is what I would have
predicted in the stand-alone model as well and aligns with the research of new teacher
attrition. Feeling that the principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs
the teacher up with discipline has a significant positive correlation in this model and did
not show up in any of the other models as being significant. The latent variable of teacher
job satisfaction has a significant, large mediating positive effect on teacher intent to stay.
This is not a surprise and confirms previous research.
Recommendations for Future Practice
In looking at strategies to retain itinerant teachers, it is important that educational
leaders realize that many of the pieces are within their control. For personal factors, you
cannot change the background of an individual, but you can provide support to that
individual.
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If a staff member is part time, let them work part-time. Do not expect them to
work a full week when they are only paid part-time.



Provide support to new teachers as they start in the district. This can be done
through a thorough induction process.

Some areas that building administrators can look to address are:


Support and encourage all staff. Work on creating a building culture where
everyone feels welcome.



Have a staff recognition system. Teachers need to feel that they are noticed
and that the work they are putting in is noticed.



Plan opportunities for itinerant staff to collaborate with other teachers. This
coordinated effort can increase teacher’s job satisfaction and sense of
belonging.



Create an expectation within the building of a coordinated effort of
instruction. Building collective efficacy starts with working together and
believing in each other as teammates.



Ensure that itinerant staff have access to materials that they need to do their
job and that they are given the same resources as others within the building.
They need a place of their own within the building to feel like a true member
of the team. If something is purchased for other teachers, include the itinerant
staff in the purchase.

School districts and state departments of education can also take steps to improve the
retention of itinerant staff.
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Look at salaries. Do they match neighboring communities? Are staff
compensated for the hours they are putting in? Satisfaction with salary came
up in each model as having a positive correlation with job satisfaction and
intent to stay.



Review paperwork requirements to see if the amount of documentation
required is adequate or if it is excessive. Is all data collected reviewed? If
paperwork is being completed, but never used, why are you continuing it?



Look at the state and local standards. Are they appropriate for today’s
learner? How are you training teachers to use those standards? What is
within the school’s ability to personalize and what is required? Standards are
important for equity of instruction, but if not handled well, they can become a
stressor on teachers.

Recommendations for Future Research
Throughout this study, several questions that came up could not be answered due
to the scope of this design. While teacher job satisfaction and retention is a frequent
research topic, there is still more that can be done specifically focusing on itinerant
teachers. I would recommend the following for future research:


Expanding this study with a mixed-methods study to be able to look more into
what a “supportive and encouraging” administrator looks like.



Analyze the specialty of the itinerant teacher. Is there a difference between art,
music, physical education, special education, gifted and talented, etc. teachers
and their perceptions?

86


What does mentoring and induction look like for itinerant teachers?



Examining the implementation of professional learning communities and the
effect, they have on itinerant teacher’s perception of a collaborative effort
among teachers.

Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of itinerant teachers
have of personal, external and employment factors and what effect they have on job
satisfaction and intent to stay in the field. The goal of looking at this was to identify
supports that school administrators could put in to place to support itinerant teachers and
keep them in the field of education. This national study confirmed the hypothesis that the
school-based leadership has the opportunity to make changes to impact education and
keep teachers in the field. A variety of strategies has been suggested in this study that
echo previous studies. What is important is that this does not just continue to be a topic
that we research, it needs to become an action plan that we implement. It is my hope that
this study can be a catalyst for action in improving practices to support itinerant teachers
across the country.
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Appendix B
Observed Model Data
Research Question 2 Data Tables
Table
Factor Loadings Teacher Job Satisfaction
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

I am generally satisfied with being
a teacher at this school.

0.706

0.033

21.657

0.000

I like the way things are run at this
school.

0.771

0.41

18.688

0.000

The teachers at this school like
being here, I would describe us as
a satisfied group.

0.755

0.029

26.288

0.000

The stress and disappointments
involved in teaching at this school
aren’t really worth it.

0.615

0.044

14.076

0.000

I don’t seem to have as much
enthusiasm now as I did when I
began teaching.

0.442

0.047

9.458

0.000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table
Covariance Matrix of Indicators of Teacher Job Satisfaction

Variable

Teachers
Satisfied

Like How
this School is
Run

Teaching is
Worth It

Enthusiasm

SelfSatisfaction

Teachers satisfied

0.573

0.417

0.247

0.181

0.277

Like how this school is
run

0.417

0.734

0.309

0.250

0.356

Teaching worth it

0.247

0.309

0.730

0.385

0.343

Enthusiasm

0.181

0.250

0.385

1.101

0.318

Self-satisfaction

0.277

0.356

0.343

0.318

0.571

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table
Correlation Matrix of Indicators of Teacher Job Satisfaction

Variable

Teachers
Satisfied

Like How
this School is
Run

Teaching is
Worth It

Enthusiasm

SelfSatisfaction

Teachers satisfied

1.000

0.644

0.382

0.227

0.484

Like how this school is
run

0.644

1.000

0.422

0.278

0.550

Teaching worth it

0.382

0.422

1.000

0.430

0.531

Enthusiasm

0.227

0.278

0.430

1.000

0.401

Self-satisfaction

0.484

0.550

0.531

0.401

1.000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of Models for Research Question 2: Teacher Job Satisfaction
Model
Personal, Employment and
External

x2

df

p

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

TLI

195.333

70

0.000

0.058

0.031

0.866

0.826

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Research Question 3 Data Tables
Table
Covariances Matrix of Indicators of Intent to Stay

Variable

I would leave for a
higher paying job

I would transfer to
another school if I could

How long I plan
to stay in teaching

I would leave for a higher
paying job

0.994

0.378

0.601

I would transfer to another
school if I could

0.378

1.015

0.385

How long I plan to stay in
teaching

0.601

0.385

2.618

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table
Correlation Matrix of Indicators of Intent to Stay

Variable

I would leave for
better pay

I want to transfer to
another school

How long will I
remain in teaching?

I would leave for better pay

1.000

0.376

0.297

I want to transfer to another
school

0.376

1.000

0.159

How long will I remain in
teaching?

0.297

0.159

1.000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table
Factor Loadings Intent to Stay
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

If I could get a higher paying job
I’d leave teaching as soon as
possible.

0.610

0.066

9.192

0.000

I think about transferring to
another school.

0.655

0.060

10.820

0.000

How long do you plan to remain in
teaching?

0.436

0.067

6.542

0.000

Intent to stay

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.

Table
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of Models for Research Question 3: Teacher Intent to Stay
Model
Personal, Employment and
External

x2

df

p

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

TLI

79.055

30

0.000

0.051

0.026

0.848

0.759

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Research Question 4 Data Tables
Table
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of Models for Latent Variables (n=510)
x2

df

p

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

TLI

Job Satisfaction

40.109

**

0.000

0.132

0.056

0.892

0.784

Intent to stay

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

1.000*

1.000*

Model

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
*Three variables results on a saturated model
**df<10
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Table
Factor Loadings Based on the Mediation Model (RQ4)
Variable

Estimate

SE

Est/S.E.

P-Value

I am generally satisfied with
being a teacher at this school.

0.763

0.026

28.932

0.000

I like the way things are run at
this school.

0.734

0.043

16.930

0.000

The teachers at this school like
being here; I would describe us
as a satisfied group

0.668

0.038

17.616

0.000

The stress and disappointments
involved in teaching at this
school aren’t really worth it.

0.656

0.042

15.547

0.000

I don’t seem to have as much
enthusiasm now as I did when I
began teaching

0.501

0.048

10.478

0.000

If I could get a higher paying job
I’d leave teaching as soon as
possible.

0.535

0.057

9.309

0.000

I think about transferring to
another school

0.738

0.040

18.285

0.000

How long do you plan to remain
in teaching?

0.383

0.062

6.179

0.000

Job Satisfaction

Intent to Stay

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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Table 4.19
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of Models for Research Question 4: Teacher Job Satisfaction
mediation on Teacher intent to stay
Model
Full Model

x2

df

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

TLI

400.088

120

0.067

0.044

0.806

0.737

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Teacher and
Principal Survey, 2015-16.
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